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obsession. It gives birth to innumerable minor rules of ever-
increasing particularity, which seek to anticipate and provide
for every conceivable shortcoming.1
Disagreement might arise over the interpretation and con-
sequent application of one of these rules. This produced
disputes of surprising bitterness among the Jews, showing at
least the importance attached to the solution of the problem.
I will cite only one random instance 2 out of many. At the
time of the celebration of the Feast of the Tabernacles, the
Priest-King, Alexander Jannseus (104-78 b.c.), was officiating
before a congregation of the people. Instead of pouring the
histral water on the altar he made as though to sprinkle it on
the ground, thus affirming his choice between two forms of
ritual, each of which claimed its adherents. Unfortunately
most of those present belonged to the opposing faction, whose
ceremonial had been slighted. They had come to the feast,
as custom required, bearing a palm in one hand and a lemon
or citron in the other, and Jannseus had hardly made his ill-
timed gesture when the crowd, seized with violent indignation,,
began to pelt him with the fruit. The prince was furious
and ordered his guard of mercenaries to attack the mob,
wThich they did, leaving the ground strewn with dead and
wounded.3
The casuistry which grew up around the Torah will be con-
sidered later in connexion with the doctors and Scribes who
were responsible for it. It is enough to say here that it formed
a dense and almost impenetrable jungle whose tortuous paths
only the initiate might tread. He, and he alone, would have
the inestimable advantage of knowing whether or not it was
lawful to eat an egg laid on the Sabbath; whether he might,
on that day of rest, set up a ladder against his dovecote to
examine the cause of some disturbance there, or wrhether water
poured from a clean vessel into an unclean one contaminated
the source as wTell. The observance of the Sabbath raised
especially thorny points and the scrupulous Jew had to make
use of all his alertness and discernment to avoid the many
pitfalls it presented.
1	CGCn, i, 100, n. l.
2	Jos., Ant., xiii, 13, 5 ;   xiii, 98 ff.
3	I. L£vy (CCLXXVn, 243 and n. 3) doubts the authenticity of this
incident because it reappears in the Babylonian Talmud (Sukkah, 48, b)
in a different setting, the hero on this occasion being not Jannaeus but an
anonymous Sadducean priest.    If the incident itself is genuine, as M.
Levy believes, I do not see why the Talmud should be preferred to
Josephus.    In any case, whether it was a question of a priest or a king,
the main point of the story, the fury of the people, remains unchanged.
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